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the initiation of any such projects to the end that wildlife and its habitat may be given due 
protection. 
TAYLOR GRAZING ACT 
Whereas wildlife is rightly entitled to share in the use of forage resources of all public 
lands, and; 
Whereas the Taylor Act provides for regulation of only 80,000,000 acres of the public 
domain, and; Whereas said Act provides for the promulgation of suitable rules and regula- 
tions for cooperation with state agencies concerned with protection and propagation of wildlife 
interested in the use of the public domain ; 
Therefore be it resolved. That the International Association of Game, Fish and Conserva- 
tion Commissioners endorse the principle of circular No. 3 of the Interior Department, Special 
Rules for Grazing Districts of the Public Domain in New Mexico, and urge the Secretary of 
the Interior to promulgate at an early date adequate rules for the other states, having due 
regard to recommendations of the state game departments concerned. 
Be it further resolved that we favor an amendment to the Taylor Act to place the balance 
of the 173,000,000 acres of the public domain under proper administration. 
MIGRATORY BIRD REGULATIONS 
We appreciate the earnest efforts of the Biological Survey to provide restrictions govern- 
ing the shooting of wildfowl during the season of 1935 for further conserving the breeding 
stock of these birds, and we hereby express our confidence that the same sincere endeavor 
on the part of the Biological Survey will govern its further actions in dealing with the wild- 
fowl situation. However, we respectfully suggest that in reference to future regulations 
where shooting seasons are prescribed, the state game departments be asked to recommend 
the periods for hunting in their own states within reasonable maximum limits prescribed 
by the Biological Survey. 
CONSOLIDATION OF FEDERAL CONSERVATION AGENCIES 
Whereas in our opinion. the interests of wildlife can be served to best advantage by a 
consolidation of all Federal agencies dealing with the conservation and restoration of organic 
natural resources ; 
Therefore, be it resolved. That such consolidation be accomplished at the earliest possible 
moment. 
WATER PURITY STANDARDS 
Whereas stream pollution is now receiving important consideration by both Federal and 
state authorities, and; 
Whereas precedents and standards about to be established for the regulation and abate- 
ment of pollution by these authorities will have far-reaching effects on the future of both 
food and game fisheries, and; 
Whereas conditions resulting from the treatment or partial removal of pollution in many 
cases may meet the requirements of other interests, but still leave these public waters unsuited 
for fish; 
Therefore be it resolved by the International Association of Game, Fish and Conservation 
Commissioners, That in the framing of legislation now pending or contemplated and in the 
drafting of recommendations by Federal and state agencies relative to water-purity standards 
to be set or maintained in public waters, correct standards require conditions not merely 
sublethal, but favorable to all stages of the desirable food and game fishes of the particular 
region and to those aquatic organisms, both plant and animal, which comprise the food of these 
fishes. 
AMERICAN WILDLIFE INSTITUTE 
Whereas the American Wildlife Institute was recently organized to serve as a cooperative 
and coordinating agency for all North American groups interested in the restoration of fish, 
game and other wildlife; and; 
Whereas such a central agency can be of great assistance to the work of the International 
Association of Game, Fish and Conservation Commissioners and its members ; 
Therefore be it resolved that the International Association of Game, Fish and Conserva- 
tion Commissioners pledges its hearty cooperation with the American Wildlife Institute. 
APPRECIATION OF COURTESIES 
Whereas this twenth-ninth annual meeting of the International Association of Game, 
Fish and Conservation Commissioners is about to adjourn ; 
Be it resolved that the International Association of Game, Fish and Conservation Commis- 
sioners at its twenty-ninth annual convention assembled in Tulsa, Oklahoma, September 12 
and 13, 1935, hereby expresses its sincere appreciation of the fine hospitality and many 
courtesies extended to its members and guests during the convention by the Oklahoma Game and 
Fish Commission, the officials of the city of Tulsa, the Tulsa Chamber of Commerce, the 
management of the Mayo Hotel, the Southern Hills Country Club, the Tulsa Country Club, 
the Tulsa World, the Tulsa Tribune, the broadcasting stations KVOO and KTUL, Mr. H. V. 
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Foster, Mr. Frank Phillips, Mrs. Van Montgomery, Mrs. John G. Catlett, Mrs. J. C. Denton, 
Mr. R. M. (Bob) Jones, Robert Chandler and the other organizations and individuals who 
have made the conference so successful, enjoyable and profitable. 
(Mr. Leffler moved the adoption of the resolutions as read.) 
Mr. Foran: May I ask that these resolutions be taken up, one by one, 
in the order named? Perhaps it was my own fault that, as a member of the 
Resolutions Committee, I did not have an opportunity before the committee 
to express my views. I refer particularly to one of the resolutions, a copy 
of which has just been handed to me, in which it is stated that “we ap- 
preciate the earnest efforts of the Biological Survey to provide restrictions.” 
I cannot say that I appreciate that; I cannot say I believe they made earnest 
efforts to provide restrictions in the interests of waterfowl, in the interests 
of game, in the interests of the sportsmen of the country. We should not go 
on record as appreciating any further efforts to restrict, when the experience 
of the last twenty years has clearly demonstrated that restrictions got us no- 
where so far as increase of game is concerned. 
Mr. Clark: Would Colonel Foran have any objection to adopting all 
the other resolutions except the one to which he refers? Are there any 
others he wishes to discuss? 
Mr. Foran: I have not had a chance to look them over. 
Mr. Clark: To get it before the meeting, I move the adoption of all the 
resolutions except the one mentioned. 
Mr. LeCompte: I second the motion. 
The Chairman: It has been moved and seconded that all the resolutions 
except the one referred to by Colonel Foran, to which he has taken exception, 
be adopted at one vote. 
Mr. Wickliff: Question. 
The Chairman: All those in favor of acting upon all the resolutions 
except — 
Mr. Foran: Is there no discussion? 
The Chairman: Is there any discussion on the motion to act on all the 
resolutions with the exception of the one to which Colonel Foran has objected? 
Mr. LeCompte: Question. 
The Chairman: All those in favor will signify by saying “aye”; con- 
trary minded, “no.” The ayes have it; the motion is carried. 
Mr. LeCompte: Will the Chairman of the Committee read that resolu- 
tion again? 
The Chairman: That vote was on the question whether we should act 
on all the resolutions at once, except the one to which exception has been 
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taken. All those in favor of adopting the resolutions as read) by the Chair- 
man of the Resolutions Committee, with the exception of the one which we 
will take up separately, will signify in the usual manner. 
(Carried unanimously.) 
The Chairman: I will request the Chairman of the Committee to read 
the resolution again — the one to which exception was taken and which is 
not yet carried. 
(Mr. Leffler read the resolution with respect to migratory-bird 
regulations, as presented by the Committee.) 
The Chairman: Gentlemen, you have heard the resolution; it is open 
for discussion. 
Mr. Clark: On the general principle that we favor the procedure of 
managing our wildlife resources by means of regulations rather than in- 
flexible laws, such regulations to be based on facts, it seems to me that the 
resolution is in order. I believe we are all agreed that the Chief of the 
Biological Survey and his associates have made — and this is what the 
resolution says —■ have made an earnest effort to follow these principles. 
We may disagree with their conclusions, but I think we cannot disagree on 
the point that they have made an earnest and sincere effort; they may be 
wrong, but they try to do the right thing. It seems to me that the resolu- 
tion — as I read it and as I analyze it — is all right. 
Judge Lee Miles: (Arkansas) I want to offer an amendment 
to this resolution: namely, to strike from it all that portion after the word 
“however,” which reads as follows: 
“However, we respectfully suggest that in reference to future regulations 
where shooting seasons are prescribed, the state game departments be asked 
to recommend the periods for hunting in their own states within reasonable 
maximum limits prescribed by the Biological Survey.” 
Mr. LeCompte: I second that motion. 
The Chairman: You have heard the amendment as suggested by Judge 
Miles. 
Mr. Foran: I move that the resolution be changed to read as follows: 
“While we appreciate the efforts of the Biological Survey to conserve 
the breeding stock of the waterfowl of the country, we respectfully suggest 
that in reference to future regulations where shooting seasons are prescribed 
the state game departments be asked to recommend the periods of hunting 
in their own states within reasonable maximum limits prescribed by the 
Biological Survey.” 
Mr. LeCompte: It is the same resolution, with the elimination of so 
many words. 
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Mr. Leffler: I second the motion. 
The Chairman: You have heard the motion made by Colonel Foran. 
What is your pleasure? 
Mr. LeCompte: I will withdraw my motion on the other amendment. 
The Chairman: Gentlemen, you have heard the motion made by Colonel 
Foran: that the resolution he has proposed be substituted for the resolution 
as presented by your Resolutions Committee. Did I hear the motion seconded? 
Mr. Davis: I second the motion. 
The Chairman: The motion has been made and seconded. Is there 
any discussion? 
Mr. C. C. Regan (Kentucky) : Contrary to my general habit, I 
have been rather quiet during this convention; I think this is the first time 
I have taken the floor. But I believe I would be negligent in representing 
the Department of Game and Fish in Kentucky if I did not enter some pro- 
test with reference to certain regulations of the Biological Survey. May I 
say I do not make this protest in any spirit of criticism, because I realize the 
necessity of agencies to help preserve all game in America. But like a 
thundercloud out of a clear sky came to the Kentucky Game and Fish Com- 
mission a regulation promulgated by the Biological Survey placing Kentucky 
in the southern zone, removing them from the northern zone, and setting the 
opening of our season on doves from the first day of September to the first 
day of October. Incidentally, I may say that our landowners sow wheat, 
rye, oats, cow-peas and other things so that the doves may have something 
to subsist on during their stay with us. 
A letter in answer to a telegram of protest which we sent to the Biologi- 
cal Survey said that we were removed from the northern zone to the southern 
zone for the express purpose of taking care of nesting birds, young birds 
still on the nest, whose mothers would be killed and there would be no 
method of feeding the younger birds. I think the Kentucky Game and Fish 
Department could safely offer a bounty or reward of a reasonable sum, with- 
out embarrassing their revenues, for every young dove that is found! in 
Kentucky after August 10, which would give them twenty-odd days to 
mature before the opening of the season on September 1. 
When the season opens in Kentucky, the landowners invite their friends 
—■ I had the privilege last year of attending a dove shoot where seventy- 
five guns took the field at twelve o’clock, in accordance with the regulations 
under the law in Kentucky. Before we went to the field we had a big bar- 
becue, and everybody was prepared for a splendid time. The Governor of 
our state and many of our state officials were present at this particular 
shoot, and that was only one of many of that description held in Kentucky. 
The sport of dove shooting in Kentucky has come to be an old man’s 
game, or a game for a man who does not care to tramp around all over 
the hills and fields following a bird dog, but is willing to put up his license 
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fee, pay for his ammunition and incur other expenses incidental to a hunting 
trip, go out and get on a stump or log or fence corner and perhaps take 
forty or fifty shots in the afternoon in order to get his fifteen doves. To 
deny Kentucky that privilege seemsi to me to he rather far-reaching, and 
that is why I am here to make a protest. 
Again, the regulations of the Biological Survey say that we can shoot 
doves from sunup to sundown — 7:00 A. M. to sundown. Well, that in itself 
is a greater injury to the dove population than almost anything I could con- 
ceive of. Under our regulation 12 o’clock noon is the dead-line; 6 o’clock 
in the evening is the time to quit, and the law is rigidly dpforced. Under 
that regulation we give the doves time to leave their roost, go to the field, 
fill their craws and be in a position to be shot in the afternoon. At least 
they are well fed. Again, the regulations of the Biological Survey say that 
you can take twenty doves, which is five more than our limit, and five more 
doves for each gun mean quite a lot of destruction so far as the doves are 
concerned. 
I feel, therefore, that this resolution should be adopted, because the game 
departments of the states should be consulted as to what the regulations are 
to be. Personally, I believe in obeying all laws. As I have said to our war- 
den forces time after time, and as I have said to violators and enforcement 
officials: If a man obeys the law, he does not have to be hailed into court; 
it is only the violators who come afoul of the courts of any state. If a man 
will obey the fish and game laws as ordained by the various states, there 
will be very little need for arrest and conviction. But it seems to me that 
when you absolutely slap in the face a bunch of sportsmen by regulations 
which are unsatisfactory, by orders like the Biological Survey has put out 
with reference to dove shooting in Kentucky — I am speaking of that 
specifically — you have done something that encourages violation. 
We had a hard enough time getting the dove-shooting question settled 
with the sportsmen in Kentucky; and just when we got that cleared up, along 
comes this regulation and throws us into a turmoil again. The fact is 
that most dove shooters in Kentucky realize there won’t be enough doves in 
the state on September 21 to make it worth while even to attempt to go out 
and hunt them. That is the condition we are up against . 
Perhaps the Biological Survey moved us into the southern zone because 
of the geographical location of the state, but I want to say to you, if that is 
so, that the temperature sometimes goes down to 20 below zero in Kentucky 
during the winter — lots of times. Frequently we have temperatures as 
low as 8 and 10 below zero; so we should not be classified as a Southern 
State. On August 31, September 1, 2, 3 and 4, the thermometer had already 
gone down under 36. That is what we are up against; these birds are mov- 
ing out of Kentucky and going down to the Southern States. 
In a brief filed before the United States District Court of the eastern 
district of Kentucky, in an action brought against the District Attorney 
praying for an injunction to prevent the Biological Survey from putting that 
order into effect, one of our eminent jurists claimed that some of the rich 
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sportsmen who owned shooting preserves in the South had fostered this re- 
gulation for the express purpose of having more birds to shoot when they 
went down on their preserves in December, January and later on in the 
season. However, the District Court ruled that the Biological Survey was 
within its rights, and a modification came from October 1 to September 21, 
without any beneficial results so far as Kentucky was concerned. 
I believe that all the criticism which has been offered against the Biolo- 
gical Survey to-day was more or less justified — that is my frank and 
candid opinion. I have asked Mr. Henderson to take the matter up with 
Mr. Darling when he gets back. Of course, it is too late for any remedial 
regulations for this year, but we do hope down in Kentucky that we may at 
least have a chance to have our fun when the dove-shooting season opens on 
September 1„ according to state law. 
Mr. Foran: The very efficient Chairman of the Resolutions Committee 
has written out my proposed amendment as it should be; in constructing it 
rather hurriedly I made one mistake. It should read: “While we appreciate 
the efforts of the Biological Survey to conserve the breeding stock of 
migratory birds —” I said “waterfowl.” 
Mr. Clark: Briefly I would like to say what I think most of you under- 
stand. The purpose of the Resolutions Committee, after we have been 
through a couple of days of troubled waters and expressed our ideas, critical 
and otherwise, is to propose a resolution that will leave the door open for 
further conference, to say what nice things we can and in the same breath 
make a constructive suggestion which will correct some of the difficulties 
we have met heretofore. I believe that the revision which has been suggested 
conforms to that purpose, and I am very glad to second the motion. 
The Chairman: Is there any further discussion? 
Judge Miles: The feature of the resolution that I oppose is the sug- 
gestion as to the state departments fixing the shooting periods. There is a 
provision in the constitution of every state in the Union which requires that 
the rights of all citizens be equal and alike. Any law passed by your state 
legislature granting special privileges to citizens of one county that are 
denied citizens of another county is unconstitutional, because it is in conflict 
with that provision of the constitution. We have the same provision in the 
Constitution of the United States: that all the rights of all the citizens must 
be alike in all the states; privileges extended to citizens of one state must not 
be denied those of another state. What I had in mind was this: If the 
different states are permitted to suggest a shooting period for migratory 
waterfowl, and it is acted upon, and it is binding on the Biological Survey 
in any way, then the state of Oklahoma might say: We will have our shoot- 
ing season from November 1 to December 1; and Arkansas might say: We 
will take ours from January 1 to March 1. In other words, if the Biological 
Survey were to enforce the recommendations made by the different states, 
there is no doubt that there would be extended to certain states rights that 
would not be extended to the citizens of other states. 
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There are a few in this room who will remember the number of times 
we went to Washington to protest against the arguments made by some of 
the Congressmen that for Congress to take cognizance of a law protecting 
migratory birds was denying the states their rights. There is a provision 
of the common law that the title to the game and fish is vested in the people, 
and many of the states have adopted that provision by statute. We made 
the argument to members of Congress that no state can pass a law protect- 
ing migratory birds further than the limits of that state; consequently it is 
a national proposition. If the rights of all the citizens of the United States 
are to be fixed and made uniform and alike, then it must be done by a 
national agency. 
There is another thing, gentlemen. Where do we get our ducks? Do 
we produce them? Suppose we pass a resolution here to-day providing that 
the shooting season in each state shall be prescribed by the game department 
of that state; what kind of story will our friend Hoyes Lloyd take back 
to Canada? Will you have him say: “Gentlemen, the United States has 
adopted a regulation leaving it to each state to prescribe the shooting time”? 
If he should have occasion to say that, what would the provinces of Canada 
do? Well, if Canada could pass a regulation prohibiting the ducks from go- 
ing to the United States, they would certainly feel like doing it. 
But the point I am trying to make is this: Let us leave that matter 
to the Biological Survey, depending on the Biological Survey to fix all the 
rights for all the citizens so that they will be the same. No doubt they will 
make mistakes; they would not be human if they did not. But for us to make 
a provision leaving the matter to the states would be analogous to this: 
Suppose as commissioner in one of the states you had occasion to receive 
delegations from the various counties in your state. Suppose the represen- 
tative of one county said that the people in his county wanted the rabbit 
season to be in February; another wanted it in February and March; another 
wanted it for the first four months of the year. Suppose your legislature 
passed a law leaving it to each county to say what the rabbit shooting period 
would be; what would be the result? You would have a Chinese puzzle. 
The resolution, of course, does nothing more than recommend. I do 
not see that it is so serious so long as it does not get to the point where you 
could force the Biological Survey to fix the seasons established by the states. 
We are getting on dangerous ground when we leave it to the state depart- 
ments to fix shooting seasons rather than for all of them to be fixed by the 
Biological Survey with one single thought in mind. 
Mr. Foran: Mr. Chairman — 
Mr. Davis: I rise to a point of order. 
The Chairman: I recognize Colonel Foran. 
Mr. Foran: I agree with a great deal of what Judge Miles has said. 
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I believe in constitutional rights; I believe that one state should not have 
anything that the other states cannot have. It will illustrate the point I 
rose to make if I remind you that in New Jersey I can buy a bottle of 
liquor openly and above board, whereas in Oklahoma I cannot. In Oklahoma 
they can shoot doves, and in New Jersey we cannot; there is a law against it 
in New Jersey. I think the Judge’s point is well taken; but if I read the 
resolution aright, we are simply offering a suggestion. We could not give 
to the different states the right to fix the dates; it is already provided that 
the President of the United States, on the recommendation of the Secretary 
of Agriculture, shall fix the seasons. But we do suggest to the Biological 
Survey that they consult the different state game departments. 
Mr. Leffler: May I read the resolution again so that all will under- 
stand it? 
The Chairman: Yes. 
Mr. Leffler: This is the amended resolution which is before the house: 
“We appreciate the efforts of the Biological Survey to conserve the breeding 
stock of migratory birds, and we respectfully suggest that in reference to 
future regulations where shooting seasons are prescribed the state game 
departments be asked to recommend the periods of hunting in their own 
states within reasonable maximum limits.” We are only suggesting. 
Mr. Tucker (Texas) : I am somewhat in the position that Kentucky 
has taken on this matter. It seems to me that no one is endeavoring to abuse 
anyone else for what has taken place; what we are trying to do is to refuse 
to commend something that we have been opposed to. Judge Miles has read 
a very fine lecture on the Constitution and the necessity for migratory-bird 
regulation provided by administrative authority of the Federal Government. 
There is one point that has not been brought out. There was an agitation at 
the last session of Congress, and a bill was offered by the gentleman from 
the home state of the Chairman of the Resolutions Committee, asking that 
waterfowl seasons — or no season at all, rather — be provided by direct 
Congressional action. I have prepared a substitute to the resolution before 
you, Mr. Chairman, and I shall now offer it as a substitute to the resolution 
before this body for consideration: 
“Whereas we appreciate the difficulties confronting the United States Bureau of Biological 
Survey in conserving migratory birds •— 
That includes waterfowl. 
“— and at the same time affording reasonable opportunities for sport, we urge that 
regulations can best be provided by the administrative body of the Government after adequate 
consultation with state game officials, and therefore we deplore any efforts towards regulation 
by direct Congressional action.” 
The Chairman: Is that an amendment, Mr. Tucker, or is it a substitute 
for the present resolution? 
Mr. Tucker: I offer it as an amendment to the amendment, or a sub- 
stitute for the amendment. 
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The Chairman: Do I hear the amendment of Mr. Tucker seconded? 
Judge Miles: I second the motion. 
The Chairman: The motion has been made and seconded. Is there any 
discussion? 
Mr. Barker: There is an old adage that there is more to fishing than 
just fish. In the establishment of migratory-bird seasons there is more 
involved than throwing a bunch of seasons into a hat, pulling them out 
haphazard and passing them on to the sportsmen for their acceptance. To- 
day we heard Mr. Henderson speak of the large appropriations that his 
Chief has been able to get for the benefit of the waterfowl. That is all 
very much to the good. I take it there is not a man in this room who is 
not just as anxious as the Chief of the Biological Survey to conserve our 
migratory birds so that the sport of shooting may be perpetuated. And yet 
I want to present one question for the consideration of this body: What 
good is all this money going to be, even if spent in the right direction, if a 
much more valuable asset is dissipated — I refer to the cooperation of the 
sportsmen of the United States? The Biological Survey can accomplish what 
it has set out to accomplish only by1 having the full cooperation of the 
sportsmen and the various state game departments. If the sportsmen and 
the state game departments are ignored as they were this year throughout 
the country, then it is certain that the Survey cannot count upon their co- 
operation. 
I have spoken on the floor of this convention somewhat critically of the 
Biological Survey. I wish that it had not been necessary to speak that 
way; I would much rather be able to cooperate fully with them. But how 
can we cooperate unless we are given the opportunity to do so? In the 
establishment of seasons it is assumed the Biological Survey would have the 
necessary scientific data on file in their offices in Washington, D. C., and 
I believe they do have it; if so, that would enable them, as the Treaty pro- 
vides, to give due consideration to the zones of temperature in the establish- 
ment of these seasons. I fear that the Chief of the Biological Survey, 
attempting to sweep with a new broom, has passed up some of that informa- 
tion without giving it due consideration. I base this statement upon the 
fact that after our dove season out in New Mexico had been established to 
open October 1, subsequently amended to open on September 21, on 
September 5 the Biological Survey sent out a circular letter, or a letter 
directed to several ornithologists in the state of New Mexico, requesting in- 
formation as to when doves nest in that state — mind you, after the season 
had been established, and after the Biological Survey had been establishing 
the seasons for a period of fifteen yars. Is it conceivable, Mr. Chairman, 
that the Biological Survey does not have on file that information? If it has 
not, then it has failed dismally in the work that it is supposed to be doing. 
If it has that information and gives no regard to it, it has also failed. 
I just want to read the answer of one prominent ornithologist in New 
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Mexico to this circular letter. This is addressed to Mr. Lincoln, Division 
of Wildlife Research, Department of Agriculture, Washington, D. C.: 
Dear Sir: 
In reply to your letter of September 5 inquiring about the status of the mourning 
dove in New Mexico, I wish to state the following. 
During my eighteen years’ residence in New Mexico I found one case of mourning 
doves nesting in September, so that this must be very unusual. These birds are abundant 
all over New Mexico in early September, but as soon as we get the first few nights’ 
frost, which as a rule comes between the 10th and the 20th of September, the birds all 
leave for the South. I do not hunt now, but at one time was very fond of a good day’s 
shooting and followed the dove season, and I never found many doves left in the northern 
part of the state after September 10. 
I do not believe there is a man in this room who would insist upon a 
longer season or a greater bag limit than would be consistent with the 
preservation of an adequate supply of birds. But I do submit that it is an 
entirely back-handed method of protecting birds to set the dove season in 
New Mexico from October 1 to January 15, the majority of which period in 
that state is in the dead of winter. If we could have only five days’ shooting, 
or ten, or thirty, I submit that the sportsmen of our state have the right to 
have that season at a time when there are some birds in the state to shoot. 
I therefore suggest that in considerating these resolutions we urge most 
strongly that the states be given adequate consideration in the establish- 
ment of seasons. We do not question the right of the Federal Government 
to establish seasons on doves and migratory waterfowl, but we do maintain 
that the states have some right in stating when those seasons should be, 
within the exterior limits or maximum limits that may be specified by the 
Federal Government. 
Mr. LeCompte: Question. 
Judge Miles: Question. 
The Chairman: Mr. Tucker, will you read your proposed amendment 
again, so that everyone will know what he is voting on? 
Mr. Tucker: This is the amendment: 
“Whereas we appreciate the difficulties confronting the United States Biological Survey 
in conserving migratory birds, and at the same time affording reasonable opportunities for 
sport, we urge that regulations can best be provided by the administrative body of the 
Government after adequate consultation with the game departments of all the states 
concerned.” 
I will leave the rest of it out. 
(The motion was put on the amendment proposed by Mr. Tucker, which 
was agreed to.) 
Judge Miles: I wonder how many in this room know John Burnham. 
John was unable to be here. He has attended many of these meetings. He 
has taken an important position in the conservation of wildlife. Time and 
time again he has headed delegations to go to Congress to try to get some 
Government regulations for the protection of migratory birds in the United 
States. He was in large measure responsible for the treaty between Canada 
and the United States for the protection of migratory birds. His home is 
at Essex, New York. John Burnham would appreciate — and he is entitled 
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to it — a message expressing the good wishes of this convention and the 
hope that the cause of conservation will continue to benefit by his services as 
it has in the past. I move that the Secretary of this organization be directed 
to prepare a suitable message and forward it to Mr. Burnham. 
Mr. Foran: I would like to second that motion, if I may. 
Mr. Lloyd: May I second it, too? 
(The motion was carried unanimously.) 
Mr. Quinn: I think we should take cognizance of the passing of Sam 
Anderson of Hutchinson, Minnesota, one of the great conservationists of 
this continent. There are many of us here who knew him. 
Mr. Foran: I would like to second that too. 
Mr. LeCompte: I move that a resolution of sympathy be communicated 
to his family from this -convention. 
The Chairman: It has been moved and seconded that a letter of 
sympathy be sent to the family of Sam Anderson, expressing the deep regret 
of this organization at the passing of a great conservationist. 
(The motion was carried unanimously.) 
The Chairman: Mr. Tucker will now present the report of the Nomina- 
tions Committee. 
REPORT OF NOMINATIONS COMMITTEE 
Mr. Tucker: It is the usual practice that the Vice-Presidents be pro- 
moted to the higher offices. Mr. John L. Farley, who has been first Vice- 
President for the year just ending, has left the service of the California con- 
servation department. Mr. William Reinhart, Second Vice-President, has 
also left the service of the Ohio department. Considering the wealth of 
talent available to us, we have arrived at a solution of our problem and are 
prepared to submit the following nominations: 
President — Elliott S. Barker, Santa Fe, N. M. 
First Vice-President ■— Charles F. Thompson, Springfield, 111. 
Second Vice-President — Frank B. O’Connell, Lincoln, Neb. 
Secretary-Treasurer —■ R. P. Holland, New York, N. Y. 
General Counsel — Lee Miles, Little Rock, Ark. 
Executive Committee: 
Arthur L. Clark (Chairman), Hartford, Conn. 
C. C. Regan, Covington, Ky. 
C. E. Sykes, Ardmore, Okla. 
Herbert C. Davis, San Francisco, Cal. 
J. D. Chalk, Raleigh, N. C. 
Hoyes Lloyd, Ottawa, Canada 
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